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STRAWBRIDGE ET AE.v. CURTISS ET AL.

S —

THIS was an appeal froma decree of the circuit -

court, for the district of Massachusetts, which dis-,
missed the complainants’ bill in chancery, for want of
Jjurisdiction.

Some of the complainants were alle ed to be citi-
zens of the state of Massachusetts, e defendants
were also.stated to be citizens of the same state, eX-
cepting Curtiss, who was averred to be a citizen of the
state of Vermont, and upon whom the subpena was
served in that state,

The question of jurisdiction was submitted to the
court without argument, by P. B. Key, for the appelr
Jants, and Harper, forthe appellees.

On a subsequent day,

MaRsHALL, Ch. J. delivered the opinion of the
court.

The court has considered this case, and is of opinion
that the jurisdiction cannot be supported.

The words of the act of congress are, “where an
alien is a party ; or the suit is between a‘citizen of a
state where the suitis brought, and a citizen of another
state.”

The court understands these expressions to meaw.
that each distinct interest should be Tepresented by per-
sans, “all of whom are entitled to sue, or may be sued,
jn the federal courts. That is, that where the interest
is joint, eachof the persons concerned in that i interest
must be competent to sue, or liable to be sued, in

_those courts.” . .

But the court does not mean to give an‘opinionin the
case where several parties represent several distinct in-
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‘BRAW-  terests, and some of those parties are, and others are

;’,‘;25" " nat, competent to sue, or liable to be sped, in the courts
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A THIS was a writ of errorto the judges of the conrs
Thiscourthas of eguity of the state of South Carolind, holden in and.
fi?:\ JE;‘;‘: ' for the eastern district of the said state.
writ of error .
to a state James Gordon, « of the city of Charleston, in the
courl, ndeT state aforesaid,” filed a bill in equity against Cald-
e 25th sec- . .
tion of the ju. cleugh and Boyd, ¢ of London, in the kingdom of
diciary act of Great Britain,” William Muir, * of Hamburgh,” and
1red, Jf e Tohn Gillespie, George M‘Kay, and Joseph Reid,
thostate court Whose residence is not mentioned in the bill. At the
be in favour returnof the subpena, Caldcleugh, Boyd and Reid, ap-
;’f ‘helf.”'i"i(i peared and filed: a petition, stating themselves to be
wler an aap aliens, and subjects of the king of Great Britain, and that
of congress, the complainant was a citizen of the state of South
Carolina, and praying that the cguse might be removed
to the circuitcourt of the United, according to the 12th
section of the judiciary act of 1789, To which petition,
Gordon, the complainant, answered, that the prayer
thereof ought not to be granted, because Gillespie and
M*Kay, two of the defendants, were citizens of the
state of South Carolina. But the court, ¢ after observ-
ing that the parties defendants to the suit, residing in
this state, were stakeholders, and not materially concern-
ed in the determination of the cause, ordered that it be
transferred to the tuderal court; agreeable to the prayer
of the petition.”

The complainant immediately, in the same court,
assigned errors, in the following form : ¢ Whereupon
the said James Gordon, comes and says, that in the



